Tourism industry responses to public-private

partnership arrangements for destination

management organisations in small island

economies: a case study of Jersey, Channel Islands by Chaperon, Samantha
   
  
   
   
 
   
   
 
   
   Int. J. Tourism Policy, Vol. X, No. Y, xxxx 1  
 
   Copyright © 20XX Inderscience Enterprises Ltd. 
 
 
   
   
 
   
   
 
   
       
 
Tourism industry responses to public-private 
partnership arrangements for destination 
management organisations in small island 
economies: a case study of Jersey, Channel Islands 
Samantha Chaperon 
Department for Marketing, Events and Tourism, 
University of Greenwich, 
Old Royal Naval College, Greenwich, 
SE10 9LS, London, England 
Email: S.A.Chaperon@greenwich.ac.uk 
Abstract: Since the 1970s, in many developed countries, governance 
arrangements for tourism have been revised in response to significant 
challenges faced by national economies and the associated changing  
political contexts. Destination management organisations (DMOs) that have 
traditionally been part of public-sector structures have been shifted towards the 
realm of the private sector and are now operated in a collaborative way, with 
public-private partnerships (PPPs). This paper takes a governance theory 
approach and examines tourism industry stakeholders’ responses to a proposed 
public-private partnership arrangement for the local destination management 
organisation in Jersey, a British Isle. The period under study is 2006 to 2012, a 
time when public sector governance arrangements for tourism were 
experiencing significant change in the UK context. Stakeholders acknowledged 
and agreed the common benefits associated with PPPs, such as greater 
efficiencies and expertise, but they also identified in particular the various 
reasons why a standard PPP model would not be appropriate for Jersey’s DMO 
because of the island characteristics of the destination. These stakeholders’ 
responses to a new PPP model are better understood by examining the 
relationship between governance and the concept of ‘islandness’. 
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1 Introduction 
For many countries, government reform and restructuring is a common feature of today’s 
political environment, and this has had a significant influence on the governance of 
tourism in these countries (Dredge and Jenkins, 2007). Since the 1970s, policy decisions 
have increasingly reflected neoliberal approaches, and for some sectors, including 
tourism, the state has become an increasingly less dominant influence (Richards and 
Smith, 2002; Hall, 1999). A concomitant preference for market-led forms of economic 
organisation and an increased emphasis on competitiveness and efficiencies has led to the 
need for new forms of local governance, often referred to as ‘new governance’ (Rhodes, 
1996). In the UK, for instance, many governance structures have been devolved and now 
the state’s activities are increasingly being carried out through ‘at arm’s length’ 
relationships; this means a growing reliance on agencies and public-private partnerships 
(PPPs) to deliver government policy objectives in non-core aspects of government, such 
as the governance and development of tourism (Bramwell, 2011; Laws et al., 2011). 
These organisations can operate at varying levels of independence from government, but 
a key feature is the shift of decision making power, and financing, from the public to 
private and third sector actors (Bramwell and Lane, 2011). There is a relative paucity of 
research into the relationship between political shifts such as these and tourism policy 
and development (Mosedale, 2011) and this paper provides a contribution in this regard 
by using governance theory to critique changes in the mechanisms of tourism 
governance, through a case study. Governance theory is useful as it provides a political 
economy framework within which the changing processes of governing can be 
understood and is fundamental to the development of understanding of the relationships 
between public and private institutions for tourism (Hall, 2011). 
This paper examines the changing governance arrangements for tourism in a small 
island economy (SIE) context. An SIE can be defined as an island with a total population 
of under 1.5 million (Commonwealth Secretariat, 1997). With a population of around 
100,000, Jersey, a British Isle located in the English Channel, but not part of the UK, falls 
into this category and is used as a case study here. The focus for the study is limited to 
the period 2006 to 2012, a time when public sector governance arrangements for tourism 
were experiencing significant change in the UK context (Kennell, 2013; Kennell and 
Chaperon, 2013). A policy decision was taken by Jersey’s government in 2009 (States of 
Jersey, 2011a) to put into place a revised destination management organisation (DMO), 
and a public-private partnership (PPP) was proposed. This paper analyses tourism 
industry stakeholders’ perceptions on whether a standard PPP model was considered 
appropriate for governing Jersey’s tourism sector, or whether characteristics specifically 
associated with its island status has affected the opportunities for effective public-private 
collaboration and influenced the choice of funding and delivery mechanisms for the 
management and marketing of tourism at the destination. 
2 The changing role of government 
Government has traditionally been regarded as the dominant actor in the policy arena, 
with governing essentially seen as a process of one-way traffic from those governing 
(government) to those being governed (society) (Kooiman, 2000). However, for the more 
developed liberal democracies which have tended to follow capitalist economic paths, the 
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role of the state has changed, with implications for the governance and development of 
tourism. In the period after the Second World War there was a great need and support for 
high levels of government intervention in areas such as welfare provision, rebuilding of 
essential infrastructure, and more broadly in revitalising economic growth. As part of 
this, some countries chose to nationalise industries where economic efficiencies could be 
achieved, such as transport, communications and energy. However, the economic growth 
that had been enjoyed during the post war period was not sustained and during the 1970s 
this highly interventionist style of governance became less desired by the electorate 
(Bramwell and Lane, 2010; Shone and Memon, 2008; Jessop, 2003). Since then, 
governments have redefined their roles and responsibilities and have changed in many 
cases from being a provider to an enabler, and from a top-down, centralised power to a 
bottom-up, decentralised public administration, and privatised many of the areas that 
were taken into public control in the post-war period (Hall, 2008). Government is often 
no longer unreservedly considered the principal actor in the policy arena and instead we 
have entered an era of ‘governance’ where there is an increased interest in the complex 
relations between government, business and civil society (UNWTO, 2013; Dredge, 2006; 
Rhodes, 1996). The term governance is used to describe the fragmentation of political 
authority, with areas (such as tourism) being regulated by specialised agencies rather than 
centrally coordinated ministries. While government is characterised by having centralised 
political structures that control resources, with a ‘governance’ approach the resources 
often remain dispersed among public and private actors who have to collaborate with 
each other in order to address common problems. 
This shift from government to governance has been influenced by political rationales 
associated with a ‘new right’, ‘corporatist’ or ‘neo-liberal’ economic agenda which imply 
a ‘laissez-faire’ style of governance characterised by de-regulation and a market-led 
approach (Harvey, 2005). A principal economic reason for this shift is government’s 
interest in reducing the dependency of public enterprises on public budgets. In contrast to 
the nationalisation of key functions, state assets are sold and functions that have 
historically been performed by government are commercialised in the hope of creating 
efficiencies and reducing public debt (Picketty, 2013). This changing role of government 
represents a dramatic change from a traditional public administration model which sought 
to implement government policy for a perceived public good, to a corporatist model 
which emphasises efficiency, investment returns, the role of the market, and relations 
with industry (Hall, 2011). Dredge and Jenkins (2007) explain that society is now better 
informed and people are more demanding; the idea that public spending is good has been 
widely rejected and the ‘tax and spend’ model of government is now out of favour. It is 
no longer assumed that government knows best when, where, and on what to spend  
tax-payers’ money. As a result, new forms of interaction have emerged, with a less  
state-centric conception of the role of state in society. In this sense, the shift to 
governance can be associated with a reduction in the size of the state and a growing 
interdependence between public and private sector organisations (Cairney, 2012). The 
following section of this paper considers the implications of this broad shift for the 
tourism industry. 
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3 Governance and tourism 
Changes in government’s role from provider to enabler under a more corporatist model 
have wide implications for tourism policy and destination management. It is useful to 
understand the changing nature of government’s role in tourism as less of a direct action 
and more of a transition phase as there is often as many arguments from both the public 
sector and private sector to continue with some government control. On the one hand, the 
tourism industry can develop with less government interference, on the other hand, 
tourism industry interest groups will continue to lobby government to develop policy and 
make planning decisions in their favour (Hall, 1999). For instance, the lobbying activities 
of UKinbound, a trade association that represents the interests of the UK’s inbound 
tourism sector, encourages government to continue funding destination marketing via 
Visit Britain, a publically funded national tourism agency (UKinbound, 2014), but would 
be unlikely to support any increase in regulations that affect their sector. It is for these 
reasons that the role of state in society, and therefore the relationship between state 
intervention and societal autonomy (or public authority and self-regulation), is a common 
focus of policy debate. Hall (2011) argues that despite the attention given in much 
contemporary literature on the rise of PPPs, for the most part the legislative and 
regulatory role of the state remains and a hierarchical governance model dominates. 
However, in this context, he acknowledges the variety of relationships that exist between 
public and private policy actors and the steering modes that range from hierarchical  
top-down to non-hierarchical approaches. 
Hall (2011) developed a matrix of four governance typologies for tourism which he 
suggests can be used as an analytical tool, particularly in areas of policy and governance. 
The four frameworks are characterised by, and subsequently labelled as, hierarchies, 
markets, networks and communities. ‘Hierarchies’ is the traditional model of tourism 
governance with government as the principal actor, decision maker and funder. The role 
of ‘markets’ as a governance mechanism has been increasingly popular since the  
mid-1980s with the influence of neoliberal political philosophies regarding appropriate 
levels of state intervention in socio-economic systems (Harvey, 2005). In tourism this has 
been reflected in the corporatisation and privatisation of tourism functions that used to be 
the domain of the state (Shone and Memon, 2008). In this scenario, government does not 
cease to influence the market but it moves away from imposing regulatory mechanisms 
and towards other forms of intervention, such as financial incentives, education, or even 
guidance for self-regulation. However, market failure and other limitations associated 
with a market form of governance (e.g., equity of policy outcomes, sustainability, and 
‘free-riding’) have been increasingly recognised (Crafts and Hughes, 2013; Hall, 2008). 
The UK Government Tourism Policy (DCMS, 2011) is illustrative of the difficulties in 
choosing to take a clear hierarchical versus markets governance approach by indicating 
the need for a reduction in the size and influence of the state and an emphasis on tourism 
businesses themselves being best placed to direct the marketing and development of 
tourism, whilst at the same time presenting a rationale for continued intervention based 
on the economic problems of free-riding and market failure (Kennell and Chaperon, 
2013; DCMS, 2011). The third governance typology that Hall identifies is ‘networks’ 
which he explains can facilitate the coordination of public and private interests and 
resources. They vary widely in their organisation but PPPs are particularly common 
forms of network governance and this is often considered as a ‘middle way’ or ‘third 
way’ between hierarchical and market approaches to tourism governance (Giddens, 
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1998). The extent to which networks may act to serve personal interests poses a major 
challenge for its utility as a policy instrument (Dredge, 2006). Finally, Hall identifies 
‘communities’ as a governance framework, influenced by the demand for more direct 
citizen involvement in tourism governance. This framework has been criticized for being 
overly idealistic and exaggerating the benefits of perceived consensus, but nevertheless 
community participation remains an important issue for some countries (Hall, 2008). 
4 Management models for tourism destinations 
Theories of Governance critique the relationships between the state, corporations,  
non-governmental organisations and individuals; governance in this context encompasses 
the political, economic and administrative spheres of society. When examining the 
processes involved in destination management however, it is important to consider how 
these relationships are operationalised in practice, and how the various related enterprises 
are organised and coordinated (Eagles, 2009). Tourism governance can be highly 
politicised and this will strongly influence the management models used when managing 
tourism at destinations. 
More (2005) examines the trend towards privatisation of public resources in the USA 
(public land in this instance), and proposes five different management models. These 
models reflect those commonly used for tourism destination management and marketing 
organisations. He first proposes a fully public model where the government agency 
operates all services. Second, there is the public utility model where the government 
agency operates as a private corporation. Thirdly is the outsourcing model which 
involves contracting out services to private companies. Next is the private, non-profit 
ownership where a non-government organisation is the owner and operator. Last, is the 
private, for-profit ownership model which involves ownership and operation by a private 
company. However, it is interesting to note that these categorisations do not adequately 
represent the growth of more specific PPP models in tourism in the UK. 
Eagles (2009) evaluates a variety of management models for recreation and tourism 
partnerships in parks and protected areas and provides some useful insights into the 
benefits and limitations of these management models when governance criteria are 
applied. To do this, Eagles refers to Glover and Burton’s (1998) typologies of 
institutional arrangements for the provision of recreation and tourism services. These are: 
1 governmental arrangements whereby a public agency alone provides a public service 
2 cross-sector alliances through contractual relationships between a public agency and 
a profit-making or not-for-profit organisation (e.g., partnerships and contracts) 
3 regulated monopolies whereby a non-public organisation is granted a monopoly to 
directly provide public services (e.g., franchise) 
4 divestiture whereby public services, lands or facilities are sold or leased to  
profit-making or not-for-profit agencies. 
A governmental arrangement, such as the national parks model in the USA, is 
commended for being the most equitable approach for its citizens but criticised for high 
costs, limited flexibility and for being heavily bureaucratic (Crompton, 1999). It is 
important to recognise that the public and private sectors in a PPP will be expected to 
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have different goals and will need to respond to different stakeholders (Wilson et al., 
2009). Whilst some authors argue that only public ownership is appropriate and desirable 
if societal equity is to be achieved, others argue that only private sector operations can be 
financially efficient (see More, 2005). The third argument is that the answer lies 
somewhere in between, with PPPs demonstrating best practice (e.g., Heeley, 2011). 
5 Public-private partnerships 
Harvey [1989, as cited in Hall, (1999), p.280] recognised that “the new 
entrepreneurialism of the smaller state has, as its centrepiece, the notion of a ‘PPP’ in 
which a traditional local boosterism is integrated with the use of local government 
powers to try [to] attract external sources of funding, new direct investments, or new 
employment sources”. PPPs have dominated tourism policy development over the last 
two decades with varying levels of success, both in North America (Eagles, 2009) and 
more broadly in other western market led economies (Beaumont and Dredge, 2010). 
PPPs are a contemporary mechanism by which private sector businesses enter into 
contracts with governments to deliver public services that have traditionally been 
delivered by the state. PPPs are probably most commonly associated with infrastructure 
projects (Hellowell and Vecchi, 2015; van den Hurk et al., 2015) but also in the delivery 
of education (Patrinos et al., 2009), transport (Albalate et al., 2015) and healthcare 
services (Acerete et al., 2015). PPPs are collaborative arrangements which can involve all 
or some elements of a project, i.e., from solely funding, to design, construction, operation 
and/or maintenance (Reeves, 2015; Ross and Yan, 2015). Based on her study of a PPP in 
Lake Macquarie, Dredge (2006) concludes that management strategies of this type for 
tourism will depend upon specific characteristics of the destination, the networks in 
operation and the actors and agencies involved. 
As outlined earlier in this paper, it can be argued that an increase in the number of 
PPPs can be seen partly as a reaction to the movement towards privatisation that took 
place during the 1980s and 1990sand also again as a reaction to decreasing government 
budgets in light of the global financial crisis of 2008 (Acerete et al., 2015; Kennell and 
Chaperon, 2013). Governments have needed to find ways to provide public services that 
are more cost efficient and less of a burden on tax-payers’ contributions (Dredge and 
Jenkins, 2007). Privatisation – the selling of state-owned assets to the private sector – is 
one way to do this, but it is argued that public services that are entirely in the hands of the 
private sector will operate purely with profitability in mind and without the social 
objectives that are traditionally expected of governments, i.e., the interests of the private 
sector are not aligned with those of government. PPPs are seen as a kind of ‘trade-off’ 
between the need for increased efficiencies which can be realised with the involvement of 
the private sector, whilst also allowing governments to retain some control over the 
service delivery which can ensure the protection of society’s interests (Flinders, 2005). 
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6 The influence of ‘islandness’ on governance arrangements 
Baldacchino (2004) explains that the small size of the population and/or land area, 
coupled with isolation and ‘islandness’, can act to fuel distinctive politics. With 
‘islandness’, there is the tendency for local politicians to safeguard and differentiate the 
island from external intervention. He further suggests that small islands are special 
because their ‘geographical precision’ facilitates a unique sense of place (Baldacchino, 
2005). Similarly, Stratford (2008) suggests that islandness may be described as an affect 
of particular land- and water-scapes, valued for their special qualities and deemed worthy 
of protection as such. She argues that islands are constitutive of strong place-based 
identifications – emotional geographies that may be described as islandness. She 
proposes that island governments are engaged in processes of economic globalisation in 
ways that differ (at least in part) from continental counterparts. She also advances the 
idea that islandness moves people to value the special qualities of islands and protect 
them, often in response to globalisation and modernisation. She also argues that those 
who govern islands may be motivated or compelled to ignore, hide or ‘fail to notice’ the 
utility of islandness in their decision making processes, especially where the imperatives 
of economic development are prioritised in the polity and generate internal conflicts over 
possible futures. This last point was illustrated in her study of Tasmania, the only  
sub-national island state in the Australian federation, where research revealed that 
islandness did not inform Tasmanian debates during a period of significant economic, 
social and environmental discord, and that this failure to notice foundational emotional 
geographies of islandness in the conduct of government resulted in a failure to utilise the 
immense resourcefulness that such an ontological presence of islandness could provide. 
‘Islandness’ is a relatively new concept that is emerging in the geography and island 
studies literature (Baldacchino, 2004), and this combination of governance and islandness 
presents a new way of understanding governance arrangements for tourism in SIEs. 
7 Tourism governance arrangements in the UK 
Although this paper focuses on an analysis of the introduction of a PPP for tourism in 
Jersey which is not part of the UK, politically it is a British Isle and is heavily influenced 
by the UK context. In the UK, new governance arrangements for tourism are commonly 
reflecting this shift from centralised Government control to a more shared approach with 
responsibility being transferred (to varying degrees) to the private sector. The current UK 
governance typology, at least where tourism is concerned, would probably match most 
closely with the characteristics of Hall’s (2011) ‘networks’ category. Kennell and 
Chaperon (2013) in their analysis of the UK’s 2011 Tourism Policy (published by the 
Conservative-Liberal Democrat coalition party which was in power at that time) 
identified a neo-liberal ideology which placed a strong emphasis on tourism businesses to 
direct the development of the industry and to market the destination themselves. 
However, this ‘markets’ approach is undermined in the policy by the often prescriptive 
nature of the policy aims and also the continued justification for government intervention 
based on the problems associated with free riding and market failure. In the UK, as in 
most western countries, PPPs have been introduced as a central tool of governance within 
the wider modernisation agenda (Flinders, 2005) and local tourism collaborative 
marketing alliances between public and private sector organisations have become 
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increasingly popular (Palmer, 1996). The drive towards PPPs for destination marketing, 
such as the high profile marketing campaign co-funded by Visit Britain and large tourism 
companies in the UK, demonstrates support for a ‘networks’ approach which allows 
government to continue to have a role to play in the future development of the UK’s 
tourism industry, with increasing assistance from the private sector (Visit Britain, 2016). 
The substantial literature on PPPs across a variety of policy fields indicates that they 
are not always the perfect solution to public policy problems, and that there are many 
obstacles to both their short-term and long-term success. For example, in the short-term it 
can be difficult to generate financial contributions from the private sector when this has 
not been required in the past. In the long-term, complex legal contracts necessary for 
PPPs mean that government’s ability to adapt to changing circumstances, or to move 
assets and services back into public ownership is reduced (Ross and Yan, 2015). 
8 Jersey case study 
8.1 Political characteristics of Jersey 
Jersey is the largest of the Channel Islands at 116 sq. km and is located 135 km from the 
south coast of England and 22 km from northwest France. Despite its location in the 
English Channel, Jersey is not part of the UK; it is a British Isle with its own autonomous 
local government called ‘The States of Jersey’ and with its own financial, legal and 
judicial systems (States of Jersey Statistics Unit, 2011a; This is Jersey, 2012). The UK is 
constitutionally responsible for the defence of the island, but Jersey has an international 
identity that is separate from that of the UK. The Island is not represented in the UK 
parliament, whose acts only extend to Jersey if expressly agreed by the Island that they 
should do so. Jersey is not part of the European Union but has a special relationship with 
it, being treated as part of the European Community for the purposes of free trade in 
goods (Jersey.com, 2012). Despite its proximity to the UK and French regions, there are 
fundamental social, political and economic differences between the island and its 
neighbouring mainlands, and the characteristics of its small island polities influence 
decisions about local governance arrangements. 
8.2 Economic characteristics of Jersey 
In 1971 tourism was the major industry in the island both in terms of its contribution to 
gross domestic product and to seasonal employment. It was estimated that vacation 
tourism expenditure made up 52% of GDP and summer season employment in hospitality 
was 16.7%. Banking and related activities were a relatively minor feature of the economy 
at that time, contributing 9% of GDP and 3.3% of total employment (Powell, 1997, as 
cited in Hampton and Christensen, 2007). However, during the 1970s and 1980s, the 
economy of Jersey saw a great deal of change, as trade markets became more 
international and global travel increased; traditional Jersey industries such as agriculture 
and tourism were superseded by financial services as the dominant industry in Jersey 
(Hampton and Christensen, 2007). In 2011, the financial services sector had grown such 
that it accounted for around two-fifths (41%) of total gross value added (GVA), and for 
just under half (48%) of all economic activity. Furthermore, it employed about a quarter 
of the island’s workforce. The performance of the finance sector has clearly been central 
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to the overall performance of the island’s economy for at least the past decade and seems 
set to continue to do so (States of Jersey Statistics Unit, 2011a, 2011b). 
8.3 Significance of tourism in Jersey 
In Jersey’s tourism heyday, in the 1970s and 1980s, Jersey used to enjoy annual leisure 
visitor numbers of just under one million (States of Jersey, 2014). However, Jersey is a 
now a post-mature (Gale et al., 2007) destination that has experienced a fairly steady 
decline in visitor numbers since this time. By the end of the 1990s, the total number of 
staying leisure visitors to the island was 590,000 per year, and this continued to fall up to 
the period of this research, when in 2012 the island received just 333,000 of these tourists 
(States of Jersey Statistics Unit, 2012). Registered tourist accommodation providers have 
also declined over recent years; in 2000 there were 236 registered accommodation 
properties (Thomas and Thomas, 2012) but by 2012 this had fallen to 140 (Jersey 
Tourism, 2012). This has mainly been as a result of the significant changes associated 
with tourism product development and distribution that have influenced Jersey’s core 
market of UK tourists (Economic Development Department, 2009). Jersey’s market 
appeal was mainly based on the traditional ‘bucket and spade’ two week summer holiday 
(BBC, 2006) but tourists’ tastes and travel habits have changed since the 1990s when it 
became cheaper and easier for UK tourists to travel abroad (Page and Connell, 2014). 
Since then, Jersey has had to adapt to become a more sophisticated ‘short break’ 
destination to encourage more cosmopolitan, higher spending tourists, and to compete 
with European destinations such as Barcelona and Paris (BBC, 2006). For example, one 
recent objective for Jersey’s DMO has been to develop event-led tourism to attract the 
growing European event tourism market (Thomas and Thomas, 2012). 
According to the States of Jersey Statistics Unit (2011b), the contribution of the 
hotels, restaurants and bars sector to the Jersey economy was 3.5% in 2010. This figure 
was lower than public administration (8.9%), wholesale and retail (7.3%), and 
construction (6.8%), yet the tourism industry is commonly considered to be Jersey’s 
second most important sector, after the finance sector. In 2010, Jersey received visitor 
numbers in the region of 685,000 and an estimated £230 million on-island visitor spend 
(Jersey Tourism, 2010). The contribution of tourism to Jersey’s economy is more 
significant than the figure of 3.5% indicates. This low figure is likely to have been 
produced due to the specificities of the methodology used in its calculation, which has 
not calculated indirect investment and secondary spending to their full extents. 
In 2006, a destination audit carried out by Locum Consulting concluded that Jersey 
had not kept up with the changing market conditions and recommended a need for radical 
change if the island is to exploit the current and future market trends. In addition to 
various recommendations related to product development, Locum Consulting (2006) 
identified the opportunity for the creation of a public-private DMO that could more 
effectively respond to market trends and make use of private sector resources. 
8.4 Governance and management arrangements for tourism in Jersey 
Jersey has had a public sector funded DMO since 1948. During the boom years, Jersey’s 
DMO (Jersey Tourism) focused mostly on product development and regulation but this 
changed to a more marketing-focused role following the peak in tourism numbers in the 
1970s (States of Jersey, 2014). At the end of the 1990s Jersey Tourism had a remit to 
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market the destination, provide information to visitors, and to process accommodation 
bookings under the supervision of the Tourism Committee under the States of Jersey. 
This was funded entirely from the public purse and Jersey Tourism received £8.6 million 
in the year 2000. In 2004, the States of Jersey established the Tourism Development 
Fund; this fund was meant to provide an additional £10 million to the core funding to the 
DMO over a five year period, with the purpose of funding tourism product development 
in the island that was carried out by the private sector (Thomas and Thomas, 2012). 
However, due to a lack of suitable project bids a contribution of only £3.85 million was 
made in ten years of its operation (States of Jersey, 2014). 
At the time of the study, the States of Jersey’s Economic Development Department 
(EDD) was responsible for this same public-sector organisation, ‘Jersey Tourism’ (States 
of Jersey, 2012), which employed 18 full time employees, as well an additional 3 or 4 
temporary, seasonal staff in visitor services (Jersey Evening Post, 2015). 
Despite a budget reduction in 2011, tourism remained the single largest expenditure 
by the public sector, and over 35% of the entire EDD net revenue expenditure budget and 
33% of EDD staff resources were allocated to the tourism sector via this organisation 
(States of Jersey, 2011b). Despite a substantial allocation of resources, feedback from the 
consultations carried out by Locum Consulting (2006) revealed a widespread feeling in 
the industry that “Jersey Tourism is slightly out of touch with market reality and not 
quick enough on its feet” (p. 64), and that there seemed to be a case for a more integrated 
partnership approach to Jersey’s tourism marketing function. Weaknesses of the 
organisational structure were identified as a lack of leadership of the tourism 
development function, a perception among stakeholders that the tourism industry could 
never reach agreement and was unable to respond effectively, that tourism development 
was not a political priority, and that the relationships between the Jersey Hospitality 
Association (JHA) and Jersey Tourism were not harmonious. 
The main representative body of the industry, the JHA, instigated a move to a PPP as 
far back as 2005 and continued to support this idea as the best management option for the 
future of Jersey as a visitor destination (Jersey Hospitality Association, 2010). To be 
aligned with the States of Jersey Strategic Plan 2009–2014 objective of maintaining a 
strong, sustainable and diverse economy, the EDD (with the JHA) developed specific 
proposals to replace Jersey Tourism with a public-private organisation: 
“Whilst Jersey Tourism has performed well, the increasingly competitive 
market place means that the public and private sector MUST work more closely 
to deliver success. In this context, the Island must look at how we can deliver a 
‘1 + 1 = 3’ outcome by maximizing program spend, increasing private sector 
‘ownership’ of marketing and promotional activity leading to greater revenue 
contributions to the marketing budget and the most effective organization.” 
[States of Jersey, (2011a), p.26] 
Flinders (2005) argues that as a tool of governance, PPPs can provide an influential 
mechanism (or even weapon) that ministers can wield over areas of the public sector that 
they perceive to be underperforming. 
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8.5 Proposals for PPP development in Jersey 
The PPP was proposed to be a non-profit-making company, limited by guarantee (Locum 
Consulting, 2007). The organisation would have an eight-member independent board 
comprised of a mix of public and private sector representatives, and led by a chairperson 
appointed by the Minister for Economic Development. It was hoped that the PPP would 
offer the opportunity to harness industry leading expertise, to encourage the private sector 
to work with EDD and other states departments to ensure government policy fully 
supports the growth of the tourism sector, to generate industry funding to add to 
Government investment, to encourage the marketing organisation to operate more 
commercially, to generate a stronger sense of partnership, and also to operate with a 
private sector culture which should deliver quicker and more effective decision making 
(Locum Consulting, 2006; EDD, 2009). To begin, the PPP would be funded entirely by 
EDD, with subsequent funding dependent on the PPPs ability to generate private funding, 
probably sourced from membership fees and corporate contributions. 
An interesting element of the rationale for this PPP is the frequent reference made to 
the need for a ‘unique’ solution. Locum Consulting (2007) commented that the 
circumstances in Jersey were unusual due to the huge importance of the tourism industry 
in terms of direct and indirect employment that is disproportionate to the size of the 
population. The Minister for Economic Development, in his response to the PPP 
proposal, further highlighted Jersey’s unusual situation and explained that there is a 
fundamental difference between Jersey and UK or French regions, in that as a result of 
the independence of the Island the many layers of international, national and regional 
activity have, by necessity, to be undertaken by the single agency, and as a result, “there 
is no single off-the-peg solution which can be copied from elsewhere” (p.4). EDD (2009) 
concluded that: “what is clear is that, whilst there are many different organisational 
models from which Jersey could learn, our circumstances are unique and will require a 
specific Jersey solution” (p.8). 
In 2010, the proposal was examined by the States of Jersey Economic Affairs 
Scrutiny Panel who concluded that whilst a PPP had merit, given the economic climate 
and uncertainty about future budget levels the time was not right for implementation. 
Instead, a Tourism Marketing Panel was established as a ‘middle way’ partnership 
option. The Panel was made up of a variety of Jersey’s key tourism stakeholders, an 
independent tourism expert, and was chaired by the CEO of the EDD. Its aim was to 
determine whether full PPP proposals require re-assessment in the future (Economic 
Affairs Scrutiny Panel, 2010). The economic growth strategy, published by the States of 
Jersey (2011a) during the study period, stated that by 1 January 2012 a new organisation, 
‘Visit Jersey’, would be formed as a grant funded body, independent of government, with 
its own board, chief executive and staff structure. Despite this, by the end of the period 
under study, almost six years after the initial proposals for PPP were presented, no new 
organisational arrangements had been implemented for Jersey’s tourism marketing, and 
discussions were ongoing. 
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9 Methodology 
This research took a qualitative case study approach to examine responses to proposed 
changes in governance arrangements for Jersey’s tourism marketing function. 
Governance arrangements for tourism have not been studied before in this SIE context, 
and so a qualitative approach was considered most appropriate as it allows the researcher 
to illuminate the full extent of the subjects’ accounts of a variety of phenomena (Flick, 
1998). A case study strategy is employed which allows empirical investigation of a 
particular phenomenon within its real life context (Robson, 1993). 
In 2012, primary data was collected in the form of telephone interviews. Interviews 
can facilitate the exploration of people’s knowledge, views, understandings, 
interpretations and experiences. And, perhaps most importantly, they can provide 
fundamental insights into people’s perceptions (Kvale, 2008). Interviewing was 
considered a particularly suitable method for this research as it assists one of the main 
aims; that are to understand people’s perceptions of governance arrangements and 
decision making surrounding these issues for tourism in Jersey. 
A purposeful sample (Ezzy, 2002) of five interview respondents was selected. The 
sample size is considered appropriate, considering the small size of the island and 
available pool of suitable respondents. The interview respondents were prominent 
representatives of the Jersey Tourism industry, covering travel, accommodation, and 
hospitality sectors. These respondents were well informed about the proposed governance 
arrangements as it affects their business, and thus well placed to discuss related issues. A 
larger sample would have been preferred, and this is a limitation of the study, but the 
timing of the data collection made this very difficult. Unbeknown to the researcher at the 
time, the data was collected in the same week as meetings were being held amongst the 
tourism industry lobby groups about this very issue and this meant that several potential 
respondents chose not to participate in the study. 
The interviews, which lasted around one hour each, were recorded to enable repeated 
and detailed examination of the data. A semi-structured interview schedule was used as 
this allows the interviewee to develop ideas and elaborate on points that are of particular 
interest to them (Silverman, 2000). Respondents were asked for their views on the 
reasons for the proposed change in governance arrangements, the various PPP models 
that have been considered, the barriers to the PPP implementation, and the decision 
making processes that have surrounded the issue. A ‘framework’ approach, advocated by 
Ritchie and Spencer (1994) was employed for processing, sorting and analysing the data 
collected. In addition, for the purposes of the case study, a detailed examination of 
secondary sources was carried out, using the same framework approach, to identify issues 
for discussion in the primary data collection phase, and also to compare with the primary 
data, helping to achieve trustworthiness. These include documents published by the 
States of Jersey Statistics Unit, the States of Jersey EDD, Jersey Tourism, Jersey 
Hospitality Association, and also newspaper articles and blogs. 
   
 
   
   
 
   
   
 
   
    Tourism industry responses to PPP arrangements for DMOs 13  
 
    
 
 
   
   
 
   
   
 
   
       
 
10 Discussion 
10.1 Responses to the development of the proposed PPP 
There was a clear agreement amongst respondents from all sectors, supported by the 
majority of comments in the reports and articles analysed, that there was a general feeling 
of discontent with the effectiveness of the Jersey Tourism DMO. The main concerns 
raised were regarding Jersey Tourism’s accountability and its ability to operate as a 
commercially-focused organisation, mainly because of the public sector culture in which 
it was ingrained. A local tour operator commented that, “a marketing organisation does 
not sit well in a civil service department. The two cultures are, to me, entirely different:. 
This respondent also commented that outside of a public sector culture hiring and firing 
would be that much easier. The number of full-time employees at Jersey Tourism was 
often seen as a drawback to its efficacy, with one transport sector respondent suggesting 
too much budget is allocated to staffing and that an advantage of a PPP would be the 
ability to drive money to the sales end and away from the back office. In addition to the 
number, the expertise of employees was also brought into question. Respondents were 
not hugely critical of the Jersey Tourism staff, but there were some suggestions that they 
did not have sufficient tourism marketing experience. A representative from the 
hospitality sector commented that “the expertise that exists in a public sector 
environment, [it’s] all very good, [with] professional managers, but not with the 
specialised skills that were necessary in this very specialised area”. This respondent 
suggested that with a PPP there would be the opportunity to use experienced and 
specialist professionals to execute the strategy, as opposed to generalists. Respondents 
further complained that due to the public-sector nature of the DMO, and almost 
guaranteed annual budgetary allocations; it was not fully accountable for the outcomes of 
its spending. Two other PPPs have been established in Jersey – The Jersey Conference 
Bureau and Jersey Finance – and respondents often referred to these as success stories. A 
private-sector led organisation was considered much better able to operate commercially 
and with the appropriate expertise. 
10.2 Perceived barriers to implementation of a PPP 
The key perceived barriers to implementation of the PPP were related to funding and 
political support, staffing, and island characteristics or ‘islandness’. 
Because Jersey’s DMO is government’s responsibility, the organisation enjoys 
reduced or no charges for overheads such as IT support, rent, and other utilities. One 
respondent commented that the organisation needs to move away from the ‘umbilical 
cord’ of the States of Jersey and be self-sufficient. Being outside a states department 
obviously means that a significant increase in industry funding will be required to offset 
some of the additional administration and service costs, but respondents hoped that this 
would be later offset by the increased efficiencies realised by the PPP once in full 
operation. A more pressing concern was the uncertainty surrounding continued public 
sector investment, and this was linked to the perception that there is a lack of political 
support for Jersey’s tourism industry. The Economic Affairs Scrutiny Panel (2010) 
highlighted that “the falling trend of the Jersey Tourism budget demonstrates a 
questionable political commitment to the Tourism industry” (p. 5), and a local hospitality 
sector representative argued that the proposed PPP has just simply not received the 
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political drive to drive it to completion. A frequently cited reason for this ‘neglect’ is the 
strong competition between the finance and tourism industries in the island. A tourist 
accommodation stakeholder explained: 
“We’ve been trying to make out that finance is the be all and end all, therefore 
the island should jump through hoops to benefit the finance industry rather than 
any other local industries on the island … [tourism] has been seen as rather a 
poor relation.” 
Hampton and Christensen (2007) explore the nature of the relationship between tourism 
and offshore finance in Jersey, Channel Islands, and examine the different growth 
dynamics of the two industries. It has been suggested by policy-makers on islands that a 
positive, even symbiotic, relationship can exist between finance and tourism (Powell, 
1971, as cited in Hampton and Christensen, 2007). The two industries do share several 
characteristics, such as high mobility, rising global demand, labour-intensive customer 
services operations, and a reliance on advanced transport and telecommunications 
infrastructure. In fact, for Jersey (unlike most UK resorts) the growth of the financial 
services industry helped the tourism industry in that it created demand for residential 
accommodation that soaked up obsolete tourist accommodation (Locum Consulting, 
2006) and also generated a new ‘business tourist’ market. But, Hampton and Christensen 
(2007) suggest that beyond a certain stage of development, the link between the finance 
and tourism industries becomes one of intense competition for scarce resources. This 
feeling of intense competition, rather than complementarity of the two industries, is 
strongly felt by respondents in the Jersey case. 
Respondents also voiced concerns about the ability of the private sector to generate 
sufficient financial contribution to a PPP DMO budget. The Economic Affairs Scrutiny 
Panel (2010) warned that whilst the PPP would receive funding from the EDD at a level 
equivalent to its usual budget expenditure, this funding would be dependent upon the 
PPP’s ability to generate a significant level of private funding which in turn would secure 
the public financial support on an ongoing basis. There were worries that the private 
sector may struggle to do this in the troubled economic conditions at that time. 
Respondents also expressed concerns that the private sector would not be keen to 
contribute financially to the PPP as you would commit a sum of money over which you 
then had very little, if any, concrete say over how it was spent. This supports Wong  
et al.’s (2012) conclusion, in their study of PPPs in the small island of Samoa, that there 
needs to be a certain level of trust established between the public and private sectors in 
order to facilitate the formation of PPPs. 
Staffing issues were identified as another key barrier to successful implementation of 
the PPP: “there were clearly going to be some major problems devolving staff from a 
government run civil service department into a commercial organisation”. It was 
anticipated that many members of the existing Jersey Tourism team would transfer to the 
PPP and this raises issues associated with employment rights and the UKs Transfer of 
Undertakings Protection of Employment, commonly known as TUPE. Although TUPE is 
not directly applied in Jersey, it was often proposed that employees should be transferred 
to their new employee under the same terms and conditions. However, there may not be 
an equivalent role for a Jersey Tourism employee in the new PPP, and in such cases it 
would be inappropriate for the states to require that person to transfer. Instead, the states 
should offer alternative suitable employment (EDD, 2009). The conflict between the 
employment rights of public sector employees and the private sector culture of striving to 
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reduce costs through staffing efficiencies became a sticking point in the decision making 
process. 
A further barrier to the successful implementation of the PPP was less easy to define, 
but is described here as issues associated with ‘islandness’ (Baldacchino 2004; Stratford, 
2008). As with many islands, due to the small size of the island of Jersey and the 
relatively small population, Government tends to be omnipresent and the local people 
tend to be closer to politicians than might be the case on the mainland. For example, a 
Jersey tour operator acknowledged that, “there is no doubt that in a geographic area of 
45sq. miles you’re obviously much more aware of everything that’s going on that you 
might be if you were in 450,000 sq. miles” and added that, “I suppose the closeness of 
individuals within government to the private sector is an issue, yes”. It was suggested that 
the public sector decision-makers were reluctant to make changes to the structural 
arrangements for Jersey’s DMO because the changes were not supported by employees 
and that “it has been more about maintaining the status quo”. A second characteristic of 
‘islandness’ that was apparent in the interviews was the importance given to public 
opinion in local media. A local hotelier commented that “it’s a bit of an odd thing in 
Jersey that you write two letters to the Jersey Evening Post and then that changes 
government policy!:. 
11 Conclusions 
This paper has examined tourism industry stakeholders’ responses to a PPP proposal for 
Jersey’s DMO. It is clear that there is support from the industry for a more private  
sector-led organisation, but there is uncertainty about the ability of the private sector to 
contribute sufficient investment, and an expectation that the public sector will guarantee 
continued investment. The issue of transferring staff from a public to a private sector 
organisation is a key barrier to the PPP’s implementation, and the feeling is that this issue 
is exacerbated by the small size of the island and the personalised nature of politics. 
Argument has been made that an ‘off-the-peg’ PPP model can not be applied to Jersey as 
its characteristics mean that it requires a unique solution, yet after several years of 
discussion and debate the PPP model proposed is fairly standard and similar to those 
applied in the UK. It seems that it is not necessarily the type of PPP model that warrants 
attention, but rather there is the need for the public sector to conclude the decision 
making process and to drive forward to the implementation phase. It is the characteristics 
associated with ‘islandness’ that are influencing the type of proposed organisational 
arrangements, but in particular it is the nature of small island polities that is affecting the 
opportunity for change. 
This study uses governance theory as an approach to understanding how tourism is 
managed in an island destination and it also contributes to the limited literature on 
‘islandness’ in a tourism and governance context. SIEs that are tourist destinations are 
frequently dependent on tourism for the development of their local economies and the 
public sector often takes the lead in driving and managing the industry, preferring Hall’s 
(2011) ‘hierarchical’ approach to tourism governance. The results of this study may be 
useful for SIEs that are entering phases of transition from top down models to partnership 
options. In particular, the study has revealed that there may be resistance from the 
industry to generic PPP models of governance that do not take into account local 
manifestations of islandness. An awareness of this added layer of complexity in decision 
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making about governance arrangements, and taking into consideration the likely concerns 
from the industry in SIEs can help governments to more fully consider the specificities 
that will be required and to present a more suitable PPP option in earlier stages of the 
process, generating more industry support from the beginning and improving the 
likelihood that such PPP proposals can be implemented in a timely and efficient manner. 
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